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Advertising and the man who worké in advertising have iong beeq ;ﬁé
‘subjects of criticism in American society. Adve;tisi;g is said to pgpgise “', P ﬁg
and then disappoiin;,\ to perau;de and betray, apd to trade pubiic &el;l;l;eing #
for personal profit:; the public is afraid of.being brainwashed, manipulated

and having its children led astray. It is common to blame the human element

P

in advertising, the man who chooses advertising as a profession, as the supreme

ogre, - ’ ) .
- ' N ‘
The mass media have often reinfor?ed ‘this opinion. Movies, plays, novels

and tales from admen seem to present a consistently negative image of the ad-

vertising executive. . ]
. \ \

~v The growing concern with consumerism in America has prompted an es-
pecially uncomplimentary view of advertising men. Both Leo Burnett and E.B.
H R %

Weiss have expressed concern at the effect this may have on talented young

people already in ‘the business or on those who may have hoped(éo make ad- :

vertising their career cth_.ce.1

The reality of this image is, probably, of interest to most admen and
‘future admen. Is the advertising man saint ér sinner, creative or hard-

nosed businessman, satisﬁied or unsatisfied in his work?

'The image of the modern adman has been refleécted in bocks, plays, motion-

er

pictures and television shows. He seems to be most often portrayed as an

unethical huckster(who is more concerned with his own personal welfare than

. S

with anything else. This image has been espec&[ally evident in the last ten
h | /
to fifteen years since .the dawn of the "Age of Consumerism."” ) /

* The number of second-rate novels about the advertising man may be

a ¥

indeterminable. Lest the reader scoff at the uncomplimentary image as being /
€ - *
“ , > / ’




the exaggerated, sensatiogal woi"k of low-grade novelists, it should be

. . oS,
noted that the image is constant throughout the media--in books., plays, .

motion-pictureg and television shows,? , .

.

" While numerous public gpinion bpolls have been conducted to determine

the image of advertising, there’ have been very few that have uncovered the

3

" image of the advertising practitioner. This study will examine the existiné
public opinion surveys on the advertising man and will incorporate pertinent

portions of studies(on the institution Sf advertising.
. . Y

-

Most of these public opinion studies were, however, conducted immediately

following a prosperous decade in American advertising, prior to the rise of

our "Ralph Nader America." According to numerous articles in the advertising

trade publication, Advertising Age, the rise of consumerism has caused a-

serious "shakedown" in the advertising business: admen have a poorer mass

-~

media i.znage than ever before; there are more admen drop-outs than ever be~

Py

fore; and fewer y‘oung people are being'attracted to advertising as a career..3

& In grd?r' to determine if the adman is perceiveci negatively among a

. group ®of students at The Pennsylvania State Uniéers'ity,' opiniog survey

.
.

among advertising majors was conducted.
This gtudy should prove interesting not only to those in the advertising »

busix;essf’(' but especially to those who educate the future-admen. E.B. Weiss,
a 1ong-'time opi‘nion leader among advertising personnel, expressed concern

about the future of adve,ﬁising in light of a discontent among young people

’
-

. interested in the business:

1

N \ . i ees.the image creator has an even poorer public image rfght N

, ~ jow (1970) among more opinjon leaders than ever before. Indeed,
J right now advertising may actually have a less appealing public -
image with our more intelligent public segments. than is true of . .
!a.ny other major part of the Business community.,

< ) .

e
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There is little doubt that this is especially true
N w:.th respect to the more intelligent and better educated--~
¥ among ouy younger generations. In this age of youth revolt, *
that alone spells trouble for the future of advertising in
.the new society that is evolving.4 .- .

The’advertising‘maﬁ'é image will first be examined through public

opihion polls conducted by others; then the Pennsylvania State Uxu.vers:.ty

P

stydy will ‘be presented. . ) ® -

. A

Public Opinion Polls About. Acivertising As An Institution .
The finst and one of the most massive studies was conducted by Neii
_H. Borden ix.: conjunction wis:h; the He;'vard Business School.. Respondents
reacted to ten economic, social and content statements about advertising;
no statements were posed as to the personality or traits of the aevertising
man. At »a}time (1930's) when it has been.shown that criticisy of advertising
and the adman was rather high, Borden found surgrisingly positive attitudes .

toward the institution of advertising. Criticism rested largely on the

economic instability of the times.> ) )

The George Gallup "Studies of Consnmefﬁation" conducted.in 1939

and 1940 also did not include questions on t?e adman but centered largely
on social and econetm'.c ‘egfects’ of advertising. The resul.ts of this study
seem to pai\nt a much‘ more'negative picture of the public view of adVertising
than Neil Borden's study during virtually the same time period. Eighty-one
percent_believed advertising sometimes led people to buy things they did
not want or could not afford; 49.perceqt favored compulsory government grade
1abel;.ng; 64 percent tl'xought}there was too great a difference between manu-

facturing costs and retail cests; 51 percent favored stricter control of

advertising content.®
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T™wO studies.conducted for‘the AasociaLion of ‘National Advertisers

.
N 3

in 1942 and 1945 revealed positive attitudes toWard advertising in World .
. . L] t

War II. A large majority found advertising important to the war effort,
. B [T

and 50 percent thought inétitutional advertising was important during war

years.7 i ) -
1

X study on "Consumer Attitudes Toward Distributiop” was undertaken
’ .- -

2
L]

in 1946-1947 by the Committee on Consumer Relations in Advertising. "The

. . I3 . v
attitudes of about 1,600 Americans toward current (1946-1947) advertising

.and marketing practicesd, including advertising and its [relationship to our

- ]
economic system, the cost of advertising, information and truth in advertising,

»

and advertising appeals"” were investigated.® No questioﬂs on the adman
1 "’ -

were included. Results nf the study indicated a general support of the
economic ‘aspect of advertising, but the pu]glic believed it did increase

retail prices. Advertising was still considered somewhat misleading, but

4 -

not as much so as Yt had been in pre-war polls,? '

Y

In late 1950 Professor Kenneth Dameron questioned 594 tegchers and-

-

housewives on the economic and content aspects of advertising. While 41° ~

-

percent said there waé a trend to more truthful advertising, Printer's Ink

reported, "Yet it is significant that even in these polls, where advertising
is looked upon most favorably by the public, there is a grim undercurrent

of criticism."%°~ A large majority wanted more information in ads and thought

0y
-

advertisiﬁg encouraged'%;ople to b thlngs they did not want or could not

L

(3
afford.11 Thirty-four percent thought advertising was in "bad taste."12 v
v Another study of the early 1950's was "conducted by mail with the

1,500 familles in the Macfadden Wage Earner Forum panel and distributed -

- €

through the United States\in proportion to wage-earner concentration
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jhuﬁband's,occupation the determinant.)"!3 Bauer and Greyser reported
that a favorable view of édvertising was indicated by this stﬁdy; the

criticism cqﬁtergd'on lack of informati

in ads, but general aconomic and

"social aépects of advertising were rated ,avorably.l4

A poll taken in Califorhia in 1953 revealed comparable results., Ad-

vertising was viewed as generally beneficial /to eur society, but a majority

Y -
thought advertising increased prices and caused people to buy thingsgthey

did not-want or could not .afford.l> ‘

»

A Gallup and Robinson "Mirror of America" study, conducted among house-
wives in 1958, once again revealed this/paradox. While generally‘favorable

. in their attitudes toward the economic effects of advertising, the house-

wives overwhelmingly agreed adve:stising was somewhat dishonest. Seventy~
one percent said adverjising was an insu(:‘to people's intelligence; however,

a surprising 86 percent said we were bétt off with advertising than with- " e

out it,16 ’

A Gallup Redbook Study conducted in 1959 revealed virtually the same
results; however, it also showeh conclusively for the first time that the ’f‘ 7
more highly educated had a more ﬂégative 'éw of advertiéigg than less well-.

17 ' . N - ) .

educated céunterparts.
In 1961 a sequel to the Field California Poll of 1953 was undertaken,
The study revealed a somewhat less favorable view of advertising in 1961

. than in 1953. '"#ore people were ogposed to advertising on specific issues ‘/{\

]
.

than eight years earlier,"18

-

Arising from cohcern of scme admen over the fmage of advertising, t?e ‘

American Association of Advert181ng Agencies sponsored Hill & Knowlton's

-

. Attitude Survgy'of Opinion leaders in 1961.1°2 tembers of the agademic.com— .
. .
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(husband's occuﬁ%tion the determinant.)"l3 Bauer and Greyser reported

that a favorable view of édvertising was indicated by this stﬁdy; the

criticism centergd on lack of information ads, but general aconomic and
{ '

“lsocial aépects of advertisind were rated avorably.14
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A poll taken in california in 1953 revkaled comparable results., Ad-
vertising was viewed as generally beneficial %o eur society, Sut a majority

thought adveriising increased prices and caused people to buy things ihey

did not-want or could not a}fford.15 . .

.

A Gallup and Robinson "Mirror of America" study, conducted among house-

]

wives in 1958, once again revealed this/paradox. While generally favorable

in their attitudes toward the economic effects of advertising, the hause-

wives overwhelmingly agréed advertising was somewhat dishonest, Seventh

A4 £

one percent said adver”.sing was_an insui:o people's intelligence; however,
A}

a surprising 86 percent said we were bettdy off with advertising than with- C el

’ . -

’
out it,16 . ) )

A Gallup Redbook Study conducted in 1959 revealed'virtualIy the same
results; however, it also showed conclusively for the first time that the »

more highly educated had a more negative View of advertising than less wgll—l

educated couﬁterparts.l7 ) T - - LA
In 1961 a sequel to the Field California Poll of 1953 was undertaken. .

]
-

The study revealed a somewhat less favorable view of adveftising in 1961

than in 1953, "More people were opposed to advertising on specific issgues ‘ "{\

than eight yearg earlier,"18 ! .

- 7
Arising from concern of scme admen over the image of advertising, t?é

.

American Association of Advertising Agencies sponsored Hill & Knowlton's ?

-

Attitdde Survey of Opinion Leaders in 1961.19 dembers of the academic com-




- . ] . .
munity, business executives, clergymen, editors and government officials

i
»

were questioned on various social and econom;c aspects of adveqtising.

. -
)

While an overwhelming majority found advertising a productive force in q
the ecdnomy, content and lack-of information were criticized, and clergy- .

~ . ‘ ) X 1 4 Q‘ ,
?en expressed concern over "advertising's dgdication to ! ed and profit'."20

Al

Louis Harris and Associates' Study of the Attitudes of Codmunity Leagers

Toward the Advertising Industry, conducted in 1962, showed _nearly identical
\ A

results. Economic aspects were generally ragarded as posxtlve, while content

and lack of information were often held in disregard.21

s

In 1962 the Harvard Business Review studied the attitudes of 2,400
. , ( [} 1) -
business executives toward advertg‘.sing.22 Once again, this group saw ad-

vertising as extremely important economically, but they were more negative

concerning the social aspects of advertising. Business executives often

C

'thought advertising persuaded people to "buy things they should not buy,"
and they generalfg:ggreed standards and quality should be upgraded.23
The most recent and the most extensive study of the public's view of

advertising was conducted by Raymenth. Bauer and Stephen A. Greyser in 1967.

!
Sponsored by the Harvard Business School and the American Association of

4

Advertising Agencies, this comprehensive: nationwide study. examined many
aspects of the social, economic and informational criticisms of advertising.
The study did not, howevér, examine any criticism or opinions on the admen. -

Bauer and Greyser, in their summaiy of overall attitudes of Americans toward

Ya

advertising, found 41 percent favorable toward advertising in general. The

remaining Americans were either mixed, indifferent or unfavorable in their .
opinions.24 Bauer and Greyser indicated that they found no degline in ﬁ//

advertising's popularity over the 1960's as had been indiegted in a British:

study of the same periog.25 This seems to be in conﬁ§ast with the Field |

*
- 3
. et




1953 to 1 61.26 Furthermore, it has been noted that in a 1960, study by
\ ’

Unlversal Marketing Research 55 pescent of the American public was generally

favorable towards advertising, in comparison with Bauer and Gréyser's 41

percent.27 :

Public Opinion Polls About the Advertising Man o

The first (and the only) ggégg studies concerned primarily with.the S
public image of the aé%an appeared in the eariy 1960's. Oee study, whose
’ dual purpose was to determine the public image of the adman and to see whether
that image could be altered bf*the use of an advertising campaign, was eon-

.

ducted at a midwest university in 1960-1961.2% Admen were labeled imagin-

¢

' ¢
Ivy League, aggressive, materialistic,

colorful, successful, hard-working, and conformist, they were not con31dered

ative, creative, opportunistic,

responsible, honest, intelligent| thoughtful of otherS, happy, civic minded
or friendly.29 Thus, while students did associq;L some positive traits
with the advertising executive, there was an obvious negative undertone.

n was obtained in 1961 in a "spegial
30

A more positive view of the a

survey conducﬁbd for Broadcasting by The Pulse Inc.” The 1,000 people

’ . .
questioned in ten major United States cities were generally favorable towards

advertising; they labeled the adman 'Jintelligent/clever,” "imaginative/ori-
1

ginal," "gregarious/extrovert," "amhitious/aggressive," "well-educated/well-

. N 1

informed,” "good salesman," and "average." Only a few found him a "showman/

. h) . .
actor,"” "neurotic/nervous," "anxious," "arrogant," or "superf1c1al."31
’

. . ¥ . L

Another study was conducted about the adman in 1961 for Advertising Age.
. ¢ ). ‘

Admen and their non-advertising neighbors were asked in personally conducted

interviews about the traits of the adman.f2 In general advertising men were

more positive in their assessment of fellow admen than the "neighbors" were.



Californi‘ poll which did see a decline in advertising's popularity from
1953 to 1961.%% purthermore, it has been noted'that in a 1960 study by
- . .
Universal Marketing Research, 55 pegcent of the American public was generally

favorable towards advertising, in comparison with Bauer and Greyser's 41

percént.27 '

Public Opinion Polls’About the Advertising Man oy

v

The first (and the only) adman studies concerned primarily with the

public image of the admian appeared in the early 1960's. One study, whose

"dual purpose was to determine the public image of the adman and to see whether
that image could be altered.by the use of an advertisihg campaign, was con-

ducted at a midwest univer'sity in 1960--1961.28 Admen were labeggd imagin-

' ¢
Ivy League, aggressive, materialistic,

ative, creative, opportunistic,

colorful, successful, hard-working, and conformist; they were not considered

responsible, honest, intelligent| thoughtful of okhers, happy, civic minded,

29

or friendly. Thus, while students did associa;L some positive traits

1
with the advertising executive, there was an obvious negative undertone.

n was obtained in 1961 in a "special
30

A more positive view of the a

Al

survey conducﬁbd for Broadcasting by The Pulse Inc." The 1,000 people

qiestioned in ten major United States cities were generally favorable towards

9

advertising; they labeled the adman 'lintelligent/clever," “"imaginative/ori-

ginal," "gregarious/extrovert," "amhitious/aggressivye," "well-educated/well-
g

informed," "good salesman," and "average." Only a few found him a "showman/®

. . A\ .
actor," "neurotic/nervous," "anxious," "arrogant," or "superf1c1al."3l
L

Another study was conducted a?out the adman in 1961 for Advertisinhg Age.

Admen and their non-advertising neighbors were asked in’ personally conducted

interviewg about the traits of the adman.?2 In general advertising men were

more positive in their assessment of fellow 4dmen than the "neighbors" were.

L]
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The "neighbors," representing the public viewpoint, did not consider the

admén a solid citizen or honest“and straightforward; only a few "neighbors"

#

saw him as z;esponsible.33 The "neighbors" considered the advertising man

4s only mildly energetic and bright; however, he was considered original
and creative and interested in ideas.34 He was extroverted, mildly aggressive,

glib and superficial, but was considered only mildly irresponsible, clannish

and snobbish.35 However, the public saw the advertising practitioner as
overvwhelmirgly "Ivy Leaéue," opportunistic, neurotic and a heavy drinker. 36

No one rated him as the "average man" or considered him dull. It appeared

1

that the "neighbors" would rather have had just about anybody live next

to them than an adman.37 .
Advertising people rated themselves as highly interested in ideas,

(

original and creative, extroverted, trendsetters, bright young men or women,

energetic and aggressive.38

They considered themselves glib/superficial,
opportunistic, heayy drinkers, Ivy League, Conservative Republicans, iz:-
responsible, and Honest/Straight—for;ard to a lesser éxtent than did the
“ne;ghbors."39‘ Not one adhan considered himself to be a solid citizen,

an introvert, wishy-washy, an "average man," or dull.40

The Study at the Pennsylvania State University

The public opinion studies on the adman were conducted prior to the

rige of our "Ralph Nader America." According to many, the rise in con-

-’

sumerism has caused a negative image of advertising and its practitiopers;

admen have a poorer mass media image than ever before, and there are more

i . ¥ :
admen drop-outs than ‘ever before. This study at the Pennsylvania State
University was conducted to determine the image of the admin held by a group

of college advertising majors, the admen of tomorrow, and by a group'of

- ‘v
El . B . ' .



- their non-advertising major "neighbors."

As a model,. the 1961 Market Psychology Inc. study was used; this study
! L . .
was conducted in three suburban areas with a large population of admen.

ﬁighty-five.advertisiﬁg men and ef&hty of their non-advertising-"neighbars" 4

were interviewed. Twenty-four traits were substituted into the following
.

guestion: "Which industry would someone ‘who is, a be most -
inclined to get into?" (The tra@ts'ﬁgre: solid citizen, honést/straight-‘\
forward, re&iable/respopsib%e, energetic, bright young man/woman, interested
in ideas, trendsetter,'priginal_and creative, "average man," introvert,

extrovert, aggressive, dull, irresponsible, glib/superficial,vwishy-washy,'

L] Fi
clannish, snobbish, Ivy League, opportunistic, neurotic, heavy drinker,

/
v

liberal Democrat, conservative Republican.) Respondents were asked to assign
one of the following six industries to each trait: ‘banking and finance,
retail business, advertising, teaching-education, manufacturing, and self-

employed professional. ' M 3

: L X
Following the Market Psychology Inc. format, advertising majors ;29
. L 4

-

non-advertising majors (their "neighbors") wWere questioned at The Pennsylvania

State University. There were 70 advertising majors who could be reached

¢

: . through advertising classes. By using a large lecture class, it wa§ possible 1

LA 2

to obtain an equal number of non-advertising majors. Non-advertising majors

were asked to sign up for the survey until 70 volunteers were obgeined.
* - & »

Unlike the previous study among admen and their neighbofs, this study
at The Pennsylvania State Universify contained questions on specific demo-

graphics. Therefore, two different questionnaires were distributed with *

~

different questions on demographics for advertising majors and for non-

. majors; the original paxspnality/trait questions remaihed the same for each

v o group.41 ’ , i
4

_ The data was first analyzed on a trait by trait basis in descending
. . AN
17 | -
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order og frequency of mghtion by tﬁe total_sample: To.determine possible
5 _ differences bet;gen cgtegofies of the demographic sub-groups, (major/non-
major, positive/negative view of advertising,-etc.), a éﬁi—square test wasg

used. Tendencies noted throughout the data will be presented; the differences
- - ‘. -

are not statistically significant unless designated as such.

Y 3
-~

Original and Creative

»

f . The trait overwhelmingly éssociated with the adman by the total sample

{ad majors and non-majors) was original and c;eatiée. In all categories ' .
— . . . . -
the percentage rating for original and creative<was 50 percent or above.

Lo

. A
’ When asked whether they considered advertising a positive or a negative .

-

force in American society, even the majority of the thirty-four respondents

3
[y

in the total sample who thought advertising was a negative force considered

0 . M
L ad “'

the advertising man original anﬁ creative. There was a statistically sig-

pificant difference in the response of ad majors versus non-ad mafg;s. Fewer
' |

- . » ’ -
non-majors considered the adman original and cr%ative than majors 4id (X?=

7.6136, p< .05-- see figure 1). A larger percentage of females than males

cogsidered admen originél and creative, but this difference was not statistically

.

significant. This tendency was especially evident.among gon-majors: Th? \
| sub-group wjth fehes; respondents who consid?reg‘the adﬁan originél and ) ) ’
| creative wag non-majors who held a negative view of'advert}sing; a larger
.percentage of majors with a negative view of advertis{hé considered the édmaé
. i
original and creative than did nqn;majpfs with a ﬁegaéive view. More non- .

- majors who knew an|adman or an ad majér persona%ly found him original and
- Y
creatidve than did those who had no contact with admen. The mass media did

not have any specific effect on opinion for the whole sample, but among\ad .

majors, 100 percent of those who said the mass media had not affected their

opinion considered the adman original and creative; 70 pekcent of the ad
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¢ ¥
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- L] -
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N Id
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i -
A
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- .
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, .
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»
A

sub-group with fewest respoﬁdents who considered “the adman originél and R
) S

’ Y

creative wag non-majors who held a negative view of advertising; a larger

Y 1

.. D . I e
percentage of majors with a negative view of advertising considered the adman

original and creative than did non-majofs with a negative view. More non-

v

- majoré who knew an‘admén or.an ad majér personally found him'original and
L ]
]
creatizf than d4id those who had no gontact with admen. The hass media did

not have any specific effect on opinion for the whole sample, but among ad ‘ L
majors, 100 percent of those who said the mass media had not affected their

{ .
opinion considered the adman original and creative; 70 pPergent of the ad

. a~

Q ‘ ) ,1 2 ‘ . /
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majors who said advertisingjhad affected their opinions cpnsidered the ad-

‘iﬁﬁroriginai and creative Among non-majors)57.l percent of those who said

9 . - . N . ’ L 3
the mass media'had not affected them found ®he adman original an

and 66.7 percent of thése who Baid the nedia affec:ed their opi

-

the adman original and creative. Among ad'majorsjthe tendency to rgte-the '

LA

» * 2 . h .0 { M . * ¢
. adman as original and creative decreased as term standing increased, but no
S s e . . P \

~

- stamce. ,Knowingﬂan ;dman’personally seemed to

-

» -

specific tepdency was shown for the total sample.or for non-majors. Among

majors and non-majors,a'greater number of journalism and advertising courses
. 2t g ’

taken tended to dimxnish the* feeling that admen were original and creat1ve.

\

The largest percentage of non-majors who found the aéhan original and creative
Y . ws .

R .
were business majors, and the smallest percentage were engineers.

o ¥
o, el . , . D

.

Interested in Ideas e :a . <o © o
¥ Within certain sub-grogps,a greater percentageof the respondents con- B

e »>
sideréd the adman.interested in ideas than original and creative. These in-

1
c§§déd‘t%3se with a negative view-of advert;sing, thoge non-majors who did

not. know_admeri, and certain term standlng sub-groups. “The majority of the
~, d R - R ™ .
total sample considered the adve;tising mah interested in ideass Siightig -

Eofe non-majors than majors considered tHe adman interested in ideas. A
» LY
larger'ratio of females tended to be more positive than malés in .this.in-

ve,littie effect on the

s <

. N ) s

mas§ media had not affected their opinions c sidered the adman interested
- o i

in ideas than did those who had said the media had affected them. As was the

case with original and creative,‘generally as term standing increased, fewer

¢

- respondents aﬂbng majors and n%n-majors ranked the adman'as interes;ed in
. L.
ideas._ ‘The ffumber of journalism or, advertising courses taken ﬁad np obvious

effect %g’opinions, but a*higher percentage of majors and nen-majors who had




any j'ournali vértising courses atLll thought the adman interested
. S ‘ L ' ) v
in ideas than those who had none. The largest percentage of non-majors who
/ . - -\
rated the adgqnwinterésted in ideas in Arts and Architecture, while

bp

I3

the lowest péfcentgge was in Agr;culfure and HPER (health, physical education

N ¢

- and recreation): however, at least halfaf those in all the colleges thought

.
o

the aqup'%as interested in i%easx Ko statistically_signif}tgg; differences .

- . -

between sub-groups were found this trait. i

@
3 : * .
. ] P

- ; Trendsetter . . -
& kd The third trait.asscciated most .frequently with the adman by the total
sample was trendsetter . Fewer ﬁop-majors tended tb regard the advertising

man as a trentisetter than did the majors or the total éaﬁblel In contrast

’

to the previous two traifs, a smaller Tatio of females were negative in this

-

4 >

. . instance, and very few female non-major ranked admen as trendsetters. There
was a statistically significant'difference.bétween those who had a positive
view of advertising and those who had a negative view of advertising. Those

majors and non-majors with a negative view of advertising did not consider

.
IS

f - admen trendsetters; even those non-majors with a positivg view of advertising
‘}T . ‘did not usually consider £he adman a trendsetter) however, majors with a positive
N \? view did (x2 ;13.794,,p<..19~-sée éigureTZ). Knowing admen personally
seemed to have little or no effect on responses to this trait, and the mass /ﬂ~5
media also had a rathe; minimal effect. Term standing had no noticeable
effect, but the nuimbex of joprnglism and qdvertising courses among majorg
diq; a larger percentage of adéergising majors with two or more journalism

‘:,r ' k3 M
courses thought the adman was a trendsetter than did those with fewer courses;

- * - .
a smaller peréentage of those with two or more advertising courses thought the

adman to be a trendsetter than did those who had fewer than three advertiéing
. . v . * -

i
\ course€s. Among non-majors, those who had journalism coursesg seemed unaffected,
-\, -‘ - . .

v
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but propertionately more of those who had no advertising courses found the

a®man to be a trendsetter than did those who had one. The greatest percentage

'os
of respondents who considdred the adman a trendset&er were business majors,

while the smallest percentage were science majors.

- 0

Bright Young Man or Womam . . -

The fourth trait most frequently associated_with the adman by the total
sample was bright. More majors than non-majors thought the adman was brgeht.
A smaller percentage of females than'males considered him bright. Considering

the total sample,.a poditive or,negative‘view of advertising had little effect

’ N ’
.

on the opinion of the responients; however, a larger proﬁortion of majors

v

with a negative view of adventismng considered the adman bright than did those
with a positlve view, and a larger percentage of non-majors with a positlve

view of advertlslng considered the adman bright than those with a negative

»

view did. A lerger ratio of non-majors who did not know an adman 'personally

- -

considered admen in general as being bright\than did those who did not know B
. .

one. There was a statistically significant’difference between those who said

.
!

the media affected their opinion of admen and those who gaid it did not

(x2 = 5.5275, p {.05--see Figure 3). More ;ajors who claimed the mass media
had no effect on their opinions found the adman to be bright, whereas a greater
.proportion of non-majors who claimed the mass media had affected them'tﬂgeght
the adman was bright. . A greater number of jourﬂalism courses seemed to re-

‘ »

sult in a more unfavorable opinion of the adman in this instance, but ‘the

number of advertising courses had a minimal effect. A greater proportion of
. ) X ' -

. . e :
‘non-majors who had either jourmalism or advertising courses found the ad:?ﬁ \i
1 A
" to be brighter than did those who. had none. Term sJanding had little ef egt
s

\—/

on the total sample or on majors, but as term standlng increased a larger
/




I

-

\

b

- “ . - 5 ’ -
percentage of non-majors thought the admanrwas bright. The greatest pér- .

centage of respondents who consndered the adman brzght were in liberal arts,

w—.,s‘

* N “

and the smallest percentage were“ip agrlculture. . , :

.
' . - ’ ®,

- . . - -
Energetic ) . " )
The trait next most/fregggnt%y’attributed to ‘the adman by the total
sample was energetic. There was a staiistically significant difference be- v

P ~ " .
tween the responses of majors and non-majors. Majors mentioned this trait

LAY

more often than non-majors in referencg to the adqla.n (X2 = 7.7, p( .05--see
figure 4). 'In general, a smaller percentage of males than females considered

the adman energetic. ‘There w%s a statistically significant_dirference between
those with a/positive view of‘ad;ertising and those with a negative view. A .
greater probortion of respondents withfa negativekview of advertising found
the‘adman ener;:tic than élé thosee:;th a positive v%sw of advertlsing

—

(x? = s, 3076 p&. 05--see flgﬁre 5). The mass media "had minimal influence
on OpinioQ$ except in the~case 6f non-majors;\a smaller proportion of non-
- » - .
&

majors who claimed the media did not affect their opinions found the .adman

energetic than did those non-majors who gaid the media affected their ‘opinions.

A large§/gg;centage of n ~maigrs who did not know an adman or major personally
. - N EY f
{thoughﬁ the adman to energetic tnan did those who knew an "adman or an ad
. P )
major. Among majors, a largertratio who had fewer than two courses in ad-

vertlsing thought the adman was energetlc than did those who had more ad- ~

vertising courses, but the n Gurnalism courses had liﬁtle effect. '
A smaller percentage of non-majors who haq either journalism or advertising )

courses thought'the adman gpergetic thgp‘dgd thése who had no courses'in the

N .
journalism department. As term standing increased, a smaller proportion of

. . .2
majors thought thﬁﬂgdman &as‘energetic than did their lower term counter-

Jparts; a generally larget percentage of nOn-ﬁajors felt the adman was energetic

.
<, B -
’
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as term standing increased. .The largest ratio of nonfﬁajors who found the adman
to be energetic were science majors, while the smaliegt percéntage were. in Artg -
. ( : - . AN ' :
and Architecfure and Human Development. . P
. & - . T . '

¥

Extrovert , ) . \ : .

The sixth tra1t most frequently associated with¥the adman by the total sahple
I
Once again, more majors than non-majors considered the adman

»

to be an extrovert.- A smaller proportion of females than males thought the adman

’

—

was extroverted.

Ty

to be an extrovert. There was a statistically significant difference between

those who had a positive view of advertising and those who had a negative view of
Do / . ’ o . \
advertiégzé in their,response to this question. A smaller percentage of majors

. *

who had a negatlve view of advert1s1ng found the adman to be an extrovert than did

those who held a pos1t1ve view of advertislng, but among non-majors the difference
“

. o

was minimal (x2 =‘7;7631, p<..01--see figqure 6). In general, among the sub-group
that said the media had affected their of:inions,‘ a larger proportion found the
adman to be an extrovert than did those vho said the media had not affected their

A smaller"percentage of those who did not know an adman or ad‘major

1

opinions.

.

ﬁpersonally thought admen were extroverts than did those who did not know one. A

-

larger proportion of non-majors who had taken advertising courses thought admen

4 »

weré extroverts than did those non-majors who had not taken any advertising
N Ll
coqises} but journalism courses seemed to have little effect on the respondents;

among_majors, a larger percentage of those who had taken more journalism courses

. : [ 3

thought the adman was an extrovert than did those who had taken fewer journalism -

4 b .

courses, but advertising courses seemed to have little effect. A smaller pro;
-portion of advertising majors tend to find the adman an extrovert as ‘term standing

increased; non-majors showed a generally opposite trend. The largest percentage

of respcndents who found the adman to be an extrovert were in agriculture and the. ’

o

N - -«

smallest were in HPER.

e ]

Al

Bl
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Aggressive . t . . » ‘ ~

The trait ‘mentioned seventh most fregnently by the totaI sample was aggressive.
More majors than non-majors considered the. adman ‘to be aggressive, but the aif-
_ fe}enceras not significant. In general, proportionateiy more females than males
. found the adman to be aggressive. Among the total’samﬁle)a positive or a negative
view of advertising did-not seem to affect the respondénts' opinion on the ag-
gressiGeness of the adman;'homever, a greater proportion of majors with a neg-

ative view of advertising considered the adfan aggressive than did those non-majors >

.

with a positive view of advertising. gherelwas a statistically significant

di%ference in the responses of those who said the mass media affected their opinion .
[ « - N . .
. ¢ .
and those who said it .did not. Of the total sample, a smaller percentage of those
. . 2 2 :

who said the mass media did not affect their opinign of the adman found the adman

. . - . P

aggressive than did those who said it did; majors agreed with the total sample; but -
. ¢ ¢ N R
non:majofs~considered the opposite to be true. (X2 4.286, p« .05-—see figure 7)
*
smaller proportion of non-majors who did not know .arf-adman or ad major personglly

thought admen, in general, :to be moré aggressive than did those who knew one. There

was a statistically significant difference in oPinions of those non-majors who
took journalism or advertising courses and those who did not. A greater proportion
/ - ° ’ L ’ ’ .

who had taken either journalism or advertising courses thought the adman to b;/(//

L

aggressive than did those non-majoxs Qho had taken mone-(x2 = 8.706, p {.0l--gee

figure 8). Among ad majors, the greater the number ‘of journalisp courses taken,

the more respondents considered the adman aggressive, the greater the number of
‘advertising courses taken, the less the respondents considered him aggressive. Term

standing did not seém to have a significant ‘effect on the.responses of any group,

-

but among majors a gradudl decrease in agg;essiveness associated with the adman

0y

appeared as term standing increased. The greatest percentage of non-majors who

3

.

found the adman aggressive wege in business. The smallest percentage were in N

.English and education. . , )
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‘superficial than did those non-majors who said.the media had rot affected

Glib/Superficial

»
Glib/superficial was the eighth trait most frequently associated with

the adman by the total sample. A statistically significant défference wag
}

noted between the responses of majors and non-majbrs. More non-majors at-
. L

‘tributed this trait to the adman than did non-majors (x° = 2.7185, p<.10-

[N

see figure 9). Sex did not seem to affect responses except in the-case of
<« 7 M . | P2

fensles who were not advertising majors. A smaller proportion found the ad-
g ; ;

man glib/superficial than did their male counterparts. fn all cases, those

4

who had a positive view of advertising considéred the adman glib/superficial

proportionately less frequently than did ‘those who Had,a negative view of

” )

edvertlslng. Knowxng an adman personally hdd a negllglble effett on the

response of the non-majors; the mass media had no noticeable effect on the

;otal sample, buE a la}ger percentége'of majors‘who said the media had in-
. v . ! ;0

’

fluenced their opinion of the adman found the ad%ertﬁsing man to be glib/

superficial than did'ghose‘who said the media did not affect them, while

fewer non-majors who said the media affested them found the adman to be élib/.

AY

B . ~ \ -
them. The more journalism and advertising courses the majors had.taken,

the larger percentage of respondents considered the adman to be glib/suéérficial,

while a highef.prdportion of non-majors who had no journalism or advertising
- . . . N b N
courses found the adman to be glib/superficial than those who had takes such
¥ * -
courses. As'term standing increased, a larger percentagi of the total sample

v

.found ®he adman to be glib/superficxal. The highest ratio of respondents who

.found.yhe adman to be glib/superficial were in agriculture, and the smallest
w .

ratio weré in education. . )

’

Liberal Democrat

v

i

The trait ninth most frequently attributed to the adman by the total .

19
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sample was liberal deﬁocﬁat;‘once again, more majors considered the adman a

libex'-a];‘— democrat tha.;x did non-xt;ajors'. The sex of the respondents had no ‘
pgffect on their‘aﬁ;wers. There was a statiéti;ally significant aiffe;ence' ‘\ ’
' betwéeﬁ ?piniong_of tﬁose who had a bositive view and those who had,a‘nggaéive .

view. A‘greater percentage of majors who had ‘a positive view of 'advertising

B v

-

considered the adman a liberal democrat than did those who had‘a negative vieu; a

but ‘the: opinion of non-majors was unaffected by their view of advertising N

+ ~ ¥ o N

(x2 = 3.574, p'(.10--see figure 10). 1In theftotal sample awi among non-majors,
a greater percentage who said,the mass media affected,their:opinion of the
adman overwhelmingly found the advertising man a liberal democrat than did

those who sdid the media did not bias them, however amonjy majors the obpcsite' ,

5

- Ad ’ ) 3 . 3 . *
' case was true. Over 50 percent of the non-majors who said the media had k;

. affected them found the adman to be a liberal democrat; 14.3 percent of

. ®
-

.
»

.nop-majors who said the media did not affect thém found the adman to be‘ai]

liberal democrat. Those who knew admen thougpf the adman was a liberal

- & M .

democrat more often than those who did not know one. The number of course

. 1in either journalism or advertising had relaﬁively lifttle effect on the

.

opinions of the respondents, but a mildntendency indicatgﬁ the more journalism
-~

courses taken, the more the respondeﬁt‘co sidered the géman a liberal demo-

crat; the more advertising courses taken, the less likely the respondent wag

to'consider the adman a liberal democrat. Non-majors who had either journélism
or advertising courses did not think the adman was a liberal democrat as :

' bfteq as those who had none. Term standing did"not affect opiniona on’ this \

.
4

" question; the greatest proportion of noﬁ-majorg who foupd gpe adman to be a

« liberal democrat were in arts and'arcpitecture, while the smallest propor-

-

tion were in liberal arts.
\ . . N

Neurotic . : \ ‘
———?‘ < .

. The trait te?th most fre;;uently associated with the adyertising man- by
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. v v
the total sample was neurotic; a significantly larger number of advertising

majors considered the adman neurotic than did non-majorslig, = 10.27, p<-.b01--

4

X, see figure 11). Sex had no oovious effects on opinions. There was a sta-

G}sgégilly sdQnificant difference between those who had a positive vieq of .

+

advertising and those,who had a negative view of advertising in their ébsponses .

« &
to this trait. Both majors and non-majors with a positive view of advertising . -
s C considered the .adman neurotic; the largebt numbei of respondents who con-

.

sidered the adman neurotic were fad majors who had a p031tive view of advertising

(x2 = 2.9006, p <.10*‘see figure 12}. The mass media effect did not»seém to -
. ¢ \ .
inéluehce opinion eéxcept in the case of majors whé\claimed it did not affect J/, -
~ < . . . N
' them; a greater percentage found the adman neurotic than did those who said )
» J ‘ - [ ' - . 7‘ N .i;‘

the media did/not affect them. Knowing .an adman personally also.had no

noticeable effect on the responses of non-majors. A smaller pergentage of

e
[ - ’ ~

) non-hajors who had taken journalism courses considered the adman neuratic

’ —_ -~

]
than d&d those who had taken none; among majors, the nore journalism or ad- .a

’ ~ * 0

»

vertising courses taken, the more the respondents considered the’adman neurotic.
& N

. -

¢ Term standing had little noticeable effect except among majors where a larger
’ . ! . y . ~

proportion found the adman neurotic as term standing increased; the greatest

L4
‘

%percentage of non-majors who found the/ﬁdman neurotic were in engineering; the B
smallest percantage were in business and agriculture. ' ' . .
'“ a .
) ; : . .
< Opportiinistiq ) ) : ' ) ®
’The'eleventh trait most frequently associated with the advertising dan hid

.
s

by the total sahple was opportunistic. ‘There was a statistically significant

I

* difference between the responses of majors and non-majors. More advertising
N ~ b b

majors thah nonJmajors considered the adman an opportunist (xz = 4.229, p{.05--
‘ AN

see figure 13)."A larger proportion of females than males considered the adman

[y

[ ]
Id 4 - A




. of those who said the media had affected their responses and those who said
*

. .

< / Y

an opportunist. ‘A positive or negative view of advertising did not seem to
4 . K .

affect respondents, but knowing an adman personally did; a smaller ratio of

non-majors who knew an adman found him an opportunist than did those who g
- ¢ A) .
X

did not‘know orie. A larger percentage who said the media ‘had affected their gf}ﬁ?

opinions/found the adman to be an opportunist than did those who said it’'did,

not affect them. A smaller proportion of majors who had taken more journal:ism

coursés considered the adman an opportunist than did those who had taken only

a few, but a gré&ter percentage who had taken more advertising wourses fomngd

Al

the adman.an opp¢r;unis£ than did those who rad taken less. Journalism or
: !
advertising cogr#es had a negligible influence on the responses of non-majors.

; :
Term standing also did not faffect the opinions.gf non-majors, but as *erm

ot v R

standing increased among majors, they decreasxngly found the advertising op~-

’i’ "q‘*} ¢ e .
portunistic. The greatest ratic of non-majors who considered the adman op-

portunistic were’ in liberal arts, the smallqst percentage were 'in human

develépment, HPER and engineering.

Heavy Drinker .

o~

, Over 20 percent of the total sample corisidered the adman a heavy drinker:

&
more ad majors xhan non—ma;ors thought th®s trait was attributed to the adman

- e

(x% = 8.1, p<L.001-—see figure 14). 1In general, a 1af§er percentage of males

-

tﬁﬁn females .thought the adman was a heavy drinker. There was a significant

-~

differgnce in opinions between those who haéd a positive viéw of advertising

and those who had a negativé view. Those wiph a negative view considered the
. 7 . >

adman a heavy drinker more than those with a positive view did (x2 = 3.141,
p& .10--see fiqure 15). Knowing an adman personally had little effect on the

opinions of non-majors. There was a significant difference in the responség

»
. =

it did not. Among majors, those who said the media had not affected their

-

. .'2323 z /




/
an opportunist. . A positive or negative view of advertising did not seem to
affect respondents, but knowing'an adman personally did; a smaller ratio of |

non—mejors who knew an adman found him an opportinist than did those who. .

’ L4

did not know orie. A larger percentage who said the media had affected their <ff{

opinionslfound the adman to be an opportunist than did those who said it'did,

not affect them. A smaller proportion of majors who had taken more jouxnal:ism

coursés considerel the adman an opportunist than did those who had taken only ‘

a few, but a greﬁter percentage who had taken more advertising courses fougd
*

the adman an opp¢rtunlst than did those who;;ad taken less. Journalism or

) advertlslng courses had a negligible influence on the responses of non-majors

4 v

Term standing a{so did not affect the opinions of non-majors, but as *erm
1 ' (”

standing 1ncreased among majors, they decreasin y found the advertising op-

? "u k“}’ - .
portunistic. The greatest ratio of non-ma;ors.who considered the adman op-, LA

portunistic wexe ,in liberax)arts, the smallept'percentage were in human

development, HPER and ergineering. .

Heavy Drinker ) .

Over 20 percent of the total sampile conbidgé:dléie adman a heavy drinker;

3

o
more ad majors ,than non-ﬁajors thought thig trait was attributed to the adman

hd sy

.. (x% = 8.1, p{ .001--see figure 14). In general, a laréer percentage of males

than females .thought the adman was a heavy drinker. There was a significant
difference in opinions between those who ‘had& a positive view of "advertising
and those who had a negative view. Those wi}h a negaéide view considered the

N ' . . N . s
’ adman a heavy drinker more than those with a positive view did (x2 = 3,141,

p& .10--see figure 15). Knowing an adman personally had little effect on the

opinions of non-majors. . There was a signifiCant difference in the responses

of those who said the media had affected their responses and those who said
5 4 1: r

it did not. BAmong majors, those who said the media had not affected their
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‘) Bpiﬁion congidered the adman a heavy drinker ‘to g greater degree than did .

i

those who said the-media had affected .their opinions, but among non-majors

i .

the findings were(the opposite (X2 = 2.986, p<$§1qf7§§e fiqure,16). A larger PR

. percentage of non-majors who had taken journalism or advertising courses

3

considered the adman a heavy drinker than did those who had taken none; the
»’ . “ n
more, journalism and,a4vgrtising courses the majors had taken. the more likely

they were to consider the a@vertising man a heayy drinker., As term standing

increased, a larger ratio Sf'majors found the adman.a heavy drinker, but non-

majors saw little difference as yerm standing increased. The greatest’per-

centage ~of nonimafors who thought the adman was a heavy drinker were ir liberal

- ! -

arts, while‘education, agriculture, HPER and engineering majors did not find

*
i

~— _t the adman a heavy drinker at all.

Irresponsible

The next trait associated with the adman was irresponsible. There was
no difference between the rqgponses of majors and non-majors, but a slightly

larger percentage of males than females considered the adman irresponsible.,
" . A » . .

‘A larger ratio of majors with a negative view of the adman found him ir- {
responsible than did those with a positive view, but this made little difference
in the responses of non-majors. 1In genera%ja larger proportion who said the

mass media had‘nét affected their opinion foynd the 'advertising man irresponsible

Foas . than did those who said it had; a higher percentage of non-majors who did not
#

kriow an adman also found the adman irresponsible than did those who did know -

~ one. No non-major§s who had taken journalism or advertising courses found the

’ .

adman irresponsible, hut a larger ratio of Majors who had takeén a greater number
of journalism or advertising courses thought the adman was irresponsiple than

did those who had not taken as many. Term standing had littlg“ffect on the

responsés bf non-majors, but a slightly greatér percentage of majors considered
% £ ) '

/ -
. . . 3 P
- N
- $
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the adman irfesponsible as term standing increased. The largest percentage

of non-majors who found the adman irresponsible were in HPER; no one in ed-

+

ucation, busineggikagriculture, human development and arts and architecture

. ’ .
did. 7 o . - N
’ M ~4

- o . : .
Wishy-Washy ‘ .
The fourteenth trait most frequently associated with the adman by the
totaldsample was_ wishy-washy. There was a statistically sxgnifican* d‘f’erence
between the responses of majors and non-majors. More non-majcrs%than majours .
attributed this trait to the adman (x? = 4.7726, t'<.05--see figure 17). A |
srightlv larger proportion of males than females consideied the adman wishy~1
washy. A statisticaliy/31gnif1cant difference was found between the responses

of those .who had a negative. view of deertising and those who had a 9031t1ve v
S
view; among majors, those with a positive view of advertising considered the
. . .

adman more wishy-washy than those with a negative view did, but.emong non-

majors, the opinions were directly oppoeite (X2 = 3.359, p< .10--see figure 18).

A slightly laz:er ratio of those who knew an adman personally considered him

s

wishy-washy t“”n‘dih those who did not know an adman or ad major; Zmong both
- ’ ' N, .

majors and non-majors, a greater percentage of those who said the mass media
1 ’ .
had affected their opinion found the adman wishy-washy than those who said‘

-

tne media had not affected their opinion'did. Among ad majors, term standing
hagd little effect, but among non-majors as term standing increased, a greater

v

percentage of respondents found the adman wishy-washy. Those non-majors who
had not taken any Journalism or advertising courses found the admdn to be

(wishy-washy more than those who had not taken ’Py journalism or advertising

i courses, but’aggng ad majors a greatér proportion of those with two or fgwer

,journalism courses found the adman wishy-washy than did those with three or

L 4
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more such courses. The bpposite tendency appeared when the number of ad-

PN

vertising courses were consiclered. A higher fatio of ‘engineering majors

and science majors considered the_adman wisny-washy than did any of the other:
groups of non-majors.
The remainder, of the twenty-four traits were associated with the adman

by less than seven percent of the total '§ample, and in general, demcgraphit

differences produced no significant differences or fluctuations in responses.

- ' < "y
P

No one considered the adman to be a solid citizen, conservative republican,

an average man, or dull. . -

3
» .

. A large majority of the total sample had a positive view of advertising;

7

moz:e advertising majors had a positive view of admen tHan nonsmajors did
' . Sy, -
(X2 = 7.5337, p«& .os%see figure 19). In response to the question of the ’

desirability of having an adman as a next-~-door neighbor, or marrymg one's
- sister, most respon&ﬁ‘rfte did no&want an adman. There was'a statistically
‘ 7/ significant difference between majors and non-majors in response *to the
question of having an adman as a next-door neighbor. More n.\ajors thax; non-
‘ magors wanted an adman neighbor (X2 = 4.4648, p{ .05--see figure 20). The
general trend was the same as for most of the other‘ traits: more admen wanted

another adman as a next-~door neighbor or to marry their sisters than non-

majors did. "

‘Tendencies

.Many of the aforementioned findings were based on sub-Sample demographic
groups that were quite small due to their specific nature, therefore, while
they may not be statistically significant, they can be useful in citing certain

4 . T
tendencies . . . T

Two traits were associated with the adman by 50 percent or more of the




M

Yy

<

A}

z

’ 24

total sample -- original and creative and interested in ideas. ‘Non-najors

< » .

also asgociated these traits with the adman, 4tt 50 percent of the majors

considered the adman not only original and creative and interested in ideas

but trendsetter and energetic. One of the most obvioqg tendencies is that

advertising majors tended to be more opinionated about admen than non-majors

or the total sample wege.” In préctically all instances the majors. associated

- L

each trait with the adman to a higher degree than non-majors or the total

* sample ﬁid.

In light of this, it may be more,appropriate to’ review the top five'

s t

thaits mentioned by each group 1n order to determiﬁe each °ub-sample s opinion

of the adman. In this case, the top flve traits associated with the adman

~

by majors and non—heioﬁs varied little with the total sample. The one ex-

ception was in the case of non-magors who attributed one negative trait to

5

the adman among the top five. Among the total sample and ad majors, the top
k.

five ‘traits attributed t9’the adman were all positive-"orzginal and creative,
interested 'in ideas, trendsetter, bright, and energetic; the top five traits
the non-majors ass/giated with the adman were origlnal and creative, 1nterested
in ideas, trendsettei, bright, and glrb/superficial In other yords, norn-

e

majors had a siighély more negative opinion of the adman than majors or the

total sample did. All groups did seem to.agree on what the adman is not:

-

"an introvert, a solid citizen, a‘consergptive Republican, an gverage man, or dull.

Since six professions were used in conducting the survey,, theoretically
. & . : i
each profession would have scored 16.7 percent on a strictly chance distribution.

. . - .
It appears that using this criterion, the total sample and ,advertising majors
"~ -

attributed more negative traits'to the adman than did non-majors. The total
[} L S , v ' .
sample and ad majors attributed the following negative traits to the adman:/

neurotic, heavy drinker, opportudistio,'and glib/superficial. The only neg-

v
“
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ative trait associated with the adman by the non-majors was glib/superficial

i
(using the 16 7 criterion) The positive or neutral traits associated with_

e ° >
the adman by all gro&3%QWere the same--original and creative, interested in

e ’

ideas, trendsetter, bright, energetic, extrovert, aggressive, and liberal
) .

- e : . ’
Democrat. - : N : ,

sox N

Conclusions . ’ - g - . ' ‘ .
. In general this small-scale study at The Pennsylvhnia State University

indicated the same tendenc1es as most of the previoqsly conduoged public

opinion polls on the adman. The results/é;ﬁ neither totally positive or .

totally negative, and therefore they may be jused differently by different
|

analysts‘z;ﬁome would view the rank order 1 sting of traits with a p0s1t1ve \

N |

. outlook. In all instances eight of\thl to ten,traits are generally positive.
. ‘_.%’m

8 original and creative, and most—

The trait moft associated with the a

corsidered him inte'restec‘ in, ideas, 3 trendsetter, bright, enerygetic, and \

extroverted. Hobever ,Ythe same und éto e of negativism appeared tp be present

<

at The Pennsylvania Sta:y Universify as was indicated in.past public oplnion

‘#tudies. Despite the fact that séme posltive traits were asgogiated wi;h they

adman byﬁ?he Pennsylvania State Universﬁgy students, there was a grim inder- -

.

cnrrent of criticism. A large percentage also considired the adman glib/.

&\ 3

-

. ‘ Ve
superficial, neurotic, aggressive, opportunistic and a heavy drinker; these

negative opinions often become more obvious as téé;?standing increased es-

. b

)

. . - *
pecially among ad majors. . oy .
* \ N .
. .This is perhaps the trend that has brought concern to opinion leaders

.

like E. B Heiss who complained that fewer young people Were choqsing advertising
@
as a career ‘and to, educators who claimed -that the single most important problem

[}

with teaching advertIsing in universities today is "general student - feeling

that advertising is not quite respectable. nd2 - " k\;,x

1

¢ e *
. .
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